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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Page 2, line 8: "achieving" should read "achieve" 

Page 2, line 18: "of should read "for" 

Page 5, line 15: the word "an" should be removed 

Page 7, line 24: "attribute" should read "attributes" 

Page 8, line 13: "form" should read "from" 

Page 9, line 11: "fields" should read "field" 

Page 14, line 17: "enabling" should read "enable" 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1 and 7-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as based on 
a disclosure which is not enabling. Information critical or essential to the practice of the 
invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re 
Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229, 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 1976). 
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Claims 1 and 7-9 recite the limitation regarding a "subject document". While 
"subject document" is mentioned in the summary of the invention, it is not defined in 
such a manner as to enable one of ordinary skill in the art to effectuate this aspect of 
the disclosed invention. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-6 and 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

As per claim 1 , in step d), it is unclear as to whether the "original information" 
specified refers to the "original locale information" as disclosed in step a), the "original 
item information" as disclosed in step b), or both. Also, in step c), the statement 
"subject locale information of the subject document" is vague and indefinite as a 
"subject document" is not defined within the application. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "item information" in line 15. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For the purpose of further examination, 
it is assumed that "item information" refers to "original item information" as disclosed in 
claim 1. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "item information" in line 20. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For the purpose of further examination, 
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it is assumed that "item information" refers to "original item information" as disclosed in 
claim 1. 

Claim 5 recites the limitation "item information" in line 5. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For the purpose of further examination, 
it is assumed that "item information" refers to "original item information" as disclosed in 
claim 1. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "item information" in line 14. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For the purpose of further examination, 
it is assumed that "item information" refers to "original item information" as disclosed in 
claim 1. 

Claim 6, step n) does not contain a verb specifying an action to be taken. For the 
purpose of further examination, it is assumed that step n) should read: "identifying 
subject format information of the original item information". 

Claim 10 recites the limitation "item information" in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For the purpose of further examination, 
it is assumed that "item information" refers to "original item information" as disclosed in 
claim 1. 

Claim 10 also recites the limitation "converting device according to claim 1", 
however, claim 1 recites a "converting method". 

Claim 12 recites "the step of. As claim 10 is a device limitation, the wording of 
this claim renders it indefinite. 
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Claim 13 recites "the step of. As claim 10 is a device limitation, the wording of 
this claim renders it indefinite. 

The remaining dependent claims are rejected for fully incorporating the 
deficiencies of the base claim(s) from which they depend. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1 , 7, and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 1 and 7 recite a "converting method" which is an abstract idea not 
tangibly embodied in a computer readable/executable medium. 

Claim 8 recites "means for" identifying original locale information. The means 
recited in this limitation are not defined in the disclosure as being tangibly embodied in a 
computer readable/executable medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1,3,7-11, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Powell (U.S. Patent 6,157,905) in further view of Nakajima (U.S. 

Patent 5,550,741). 

As per claim 1 , Powell discloses a method to convert document data that 
includes identifying the original locale information of an original document (See Powell, 
Column 5, lines 10-12), identifying the original item information of the original document, 
in the form of character segments (See Powell, Column 13, lines 4-8), and determining 
a converting process based on the original location information and on subject location 
information of a subject document (See Powell, Column 4, lines 53-67). Powell does 
not disclose expressly that the method includes converting data contents of the original 
location and item information. Nakajima discloses a method of converting data contents 
of an original document from a first language to a second language based on the 
original location information and item information. (See Nakajima, Column 8, lines 13- 
26). Powell and Nakajima are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of translating documents from one language to another. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the 
data conversion process of Nakajima with the language identification and conversion 
method formulation of Powell. The motivation for doing so would have been to 
efficiently produce a document translated from a first language to a second language 
once the identification of the first language had been determined. (See Nakajima, 
Column 5, lines 6-9). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Nakajima with 
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Powell for the benefit of producing a translated document to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 . 

As per claim 3, Powell and Nakajima disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Powell does not disclose expressly identifying the output location of 
the original item information to be used in the disclosed conversion process. Nakajima 
discloses identifying the output location information from the original document. (See 
Nakajima, Column 6, lines 14-20). Powell and Nakajima are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of translating documents from one language to 
another. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to incorporate the output location information of Nakajima with the 
conversion process of Powell. The motivation for doing so would have been to identify 
words previously translated that are repeated in the original document, thereby 
enhancing the efficiency of the conversion process. (See Nakajima, Column 6, lines 21- 
27). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Nakajima with Powell for the 
benefit of improving the language conversion process to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 3. 

Claim 7 is rejected on the same basis as claim 1 . 

As per claim 8, Powell also discloses a storage medium for the method as 
disclosed in claim 1. (See Powell, Figure 1). 

Claim 9 is rejected on the same basis as claims 1 and 7. 
Claim 10 is rejected on the same basis as claims 1 and 2. 
Claim 1 1 is rejected on the same basis as claims 10 and 3. 
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Claim 14 is rejected on the same basis as claims 10 and 8. 



Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Powell 
(U.S. Patent 6,157,905) and Nakajima (U.S. Patent 5,550,741) as applied to claim 1 
above, and further in view of Nagashima (U.S. Patent 5,157,606). 

As per claim 2, Powell and Nakajima disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Powell and Nakajima do not disclose expressly identifying item 
attribute information of the original item information to be used in the disclosed 
conversion process. Nagashima discloses that the attribute information of data are 
stored and used in the display process. Powell, Nakajima, and Nagashima are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor of translating 
documents from one language to another. At the time of the invention it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the attribute 
information of Nagashima with the conversion process of Powell and Nakajima. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to enhance the efficiency of the language 
identification and conversion process by reducing ambiguity and assisting in the 
identification of the language of the original document. (See Powell, Column 12, lines 
56-67, and Column 13, lines 1-3). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Nagashima with Powell and Nakajima for the benefit of improving the language 
identification and conversion process to obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 
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Claims 4 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Powell (U.S. Patent 6,157,905) and Nakajima (U.S. Patent 5,550,741) as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Kugimiya (U.S. Patent 5,587,902). 

As per claim 4, Powell and Nakajima disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Powell and Nakajima do not disclose expressly identifying formatting 
information of the original document to be used in the disclosed conversion process. 
Kugimiya discloses including format information in converting the document from a first 
language to a second language. (See Kugimiya, Column 2, lines 10-23). Powell, 
Nakajima, and Kugimiya are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor of translating documents from one language to another. At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
incorporate the formatting information of Kugimiya with the conversion process of 
Powell and Nakajima. The motivation for doing so would have been to improve the 
conversion process by allowing for a more efficient translation of the data in the original 
document. (See Kugimiya, Column 2, lines 21-23). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Kugimiya with Powell and Nakajima for the benefit of improving the 
language conversion process to obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. 
Claim 12 is rejected on the same basis as claims 1, 4, and 10. 

Claim 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Powell (U.S. Patent 6,157,905) and Nakajima (U.S. Patent 5,550,741) as applied to 
claim 1 above, and further in view of Lakritz (U.S. Patent 6,623,529 B1 ). 
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As per claim 5, Powell and Nakajima disclose the limitations of claim 1 as 
described above. Powell and Nakajima do not disclose expressly identifying subject 
format information of the original item information to be used in the disclosed conversion 
process. Lakritz discloses the selection of subject matter quality level and other 
variables to be included in the translation process. (See Lakritz, Column 9, lines 64-67, 
and Column 10, lines 1-2). Powell, Nakajima, and Lakritz are analogous art because 
they are from the same field of endeavor of translating documents from one language to 
another. At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to incorporate the subject matter formatting information of Lakritz with the 
conversion process of Powell and Nakajima. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to provide the user with a suitable translated display using the formatting 
information appropriate for the given subject matter. (See Lakritz, Column 2, lines 29- 
34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Lakritz with Powell and 
Nakajima for the benefit of improving the displayed translated document to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 5. 

Claim 13 is rejected on the same basis as claims 1, 5, and 10. 

Claims 6 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Powell, Nakajima and Nagashima as applied to claims 1 and 2 above, and further in 
view of Kugimiya and Latritz. 

As per claim 6, the converting method is disclosed in the rejection of claims 1 
and 2 as described above. The identification of output location information and 
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conversion and output of data based on the same is disclosed in the rejection of claim 3 
above. The identification of format information and conversion and output of data based 
on the same is disclosed in the rejection of claim 4 above. The identification of subject 
format information and conversion and output of data based on the same is disclosed in 
the rejection of claim 5 above. 

Claim 15 is rejected on the same basis as claims 6 and 1 1 . 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Laurie Ries whose telephone number is 703-605- 
1238. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00am to 
3:30pm. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov . Should you have any questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
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